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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the numbers in the 
parentheses need to be removed. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

2. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: The computer-readable signal-bearing medium disclosed in 
claims 17-22 is not defined within the specification, but is defined within claim 18 as 
being selected from the group of a recordable data storage medium and a modulated 
carrier signal. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 9-1 6 are objected to because of the following informalities: The preamble 
discloses 'A multiprocessor computer system'. Examiner believes that the preamble 
should state 'A multi-node computer system' as is disclosed on page 5, lines 19-20 of 
the specification. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 1 7-22 are not limited to statutory embodiments. In view of Applicant's 
disclosure, on page 4, claim 18, the computer-readable signal-bearing medium is not 
limited to statutory embodiments, instead being defined as including both statutory 
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embodiments (e.g., recordable data storage medium) and non-statutory embodiments 
(e.g., modulated earner signal). As such, the claim is not limited to statutory subject 
matter and js therefore non-statutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-5,7-13,15-19,21-23,26,27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yeager et al. (US Publication Number 20050086300) in view of 
Langfahl, Jr. (USPN 6031 528A), hereinafter referred to as Yeager. As appears in claims 
1,17, Yeager discloses configuring a cluster with a gateway for a network interface, on 
page 20, paragraph 0255 and page 41 , paragraph 0528. Heartbeat messages are 
disclosed on page 21, paragraph 0270. Heartbeat messages are known to be received 
back by the computer/node that sent it or it is not received back at all, see Gadir et al. 
(USPN 2003/0018927). 

Yeager fails to explicitly state issuing an operating system ICMP echo to peer 
nodes in said cluster and to said gateway through said network interface in response to 
a heartbeat loss detection; and analyzing a response from said echo to determine 
location of a fault in said cluster. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to issue an operating system ICMP echo to peer nodes in 
said cluster and to said gateway through said network interface in response to a 
heartbeat loss detection; and analyze a response from said echo to determine location 
of a fault in said cluster. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to issue an operating system ICMP echo to peer nodes in said cluster and to said 
gateway through said network interface in response to a heartbeat loss detection; and 
analyze a response from said echo to determine location of a fault in said cluster 
because ICMP echo requests are used to indicate whether a network computer or node 
is functioning correctly in order to give an indication of where a problem lies within the 
network. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 
8. As per claims 2,19, Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein the step of analyzing a 
response from said echo includes receiving said response and determining an intended 
recipient of said echo. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein the step of analyzing a response from 
said echo includes receiving said response and determining an intended recipient of 
said echo. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have 
wherein the step of analyzing a response from said echo includes receiving said 
response and determining an intended recipient of said echo because ICMP echo 
requests indicate the success or failure of whether or not a network computer/node is 
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functioning correctly when sent to a specific computer or node. This is disclosed in 
column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

9. As per claims 3,1 1 , Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein receipt of a return of 
said echo from said peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time 
interval is indicative of operation of said network interface. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30; column 5, lines 13- 

32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein receipt of a return of said echo from said 
peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of 
operation of said network interface. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have wherein receipt of a return of said echo from said peer nodes for said 
network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of operation of said 
network interface because ICMP echo requests indicate the success or failure of 
whether or not a network computer/node is functioning correctly when sent to a specific 
computer or node. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

10. As per claims 4,12, Yeager fails to explicitly state discloses wherein receipt of a 
return of said echo from said gateway for said network interface within a predefined time 
interval is indicative of operation of said network interface. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30; column 5, lines 13- 

32. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein receipt of a return of said echo from said 
peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of 
operation of said network interface. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have wherein receipt of a return of said echo from said peer nodes for said 
network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of operation of said 
network interface because ICMP echo requests indicate the success or failure of 
whether or not a network computer/node is functioning correctly when sent to a specific 
computer or node. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 
11. As per claim 5, Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein absence of return of said 
echo from said peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time interval is 
indicative of a fault selected from a group consisting of: a peer node fault, a network 
fault local to the peer node, and combinations thereof. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein absence of return of said echo from said 
peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of a 
fault selected from a group consisting of: a peer node fault, a network fault local to the 
peer node, and combinations thereof. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to have wherein absence of return of said echo from said peer nodes 
for said network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of a fault 
selected from a group consisting of: a peer node fault, a network fault local to the peer 
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node, and combinations thereof because ICMP echo requests indicate the success or 
failure of whether or not a network computer/node is functioning correctly when sent to 
a specific computer or node. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, 
lines 6-12. 

12. As per claims 7,21 , Yeager fails to explicitly state comparing an echo response 
from a target node set for each network interface. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 9-32. In response to the 
echo requests, the network map visually indicates whether the links, gateway, and 
computer/nodes have any problems. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have comparing an echo response from a target node 
set for each network interface. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have comparing an echo response from a target node set for each network 
interface because ICMP echo requests indicate the success or failure of whether or not 
a network computer/node, link, or gateway are functioning correctly when sent to a 
specific computer or node. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, 
lines 6-12. 

.13. As per claims 8,22, Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein the step of comparing 
an echo response from a target node set for each network interface includes criteria 
selected from the group consisting of: maximum availability of nodes in said network, 
availability of said gateway in said network, and combinations thereof. 
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Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 9-32. In response to the 
echo requests, the network map visually indicates whether the links, gateway, and 
computer/nodes have any problems. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein the step of comparing an echo response 
from a target node set for each network interface includes criteria selected from the 
group consisting of: maximum availability of nodes in said network, availability of said 
gateway in said network, and combinations thereof. A person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to have wherein the step of comparing an echo response 
from a target node set for each network interface includes criteria selected from the 
group consisting of: maximum availability of nodes in said network, availability of said 
gateway in said network, and combinations thereof because ICMP echo requests 
indicate the success or failure of whether or not a network computer/node, link, or 
gateway are functioning correctly when sent to a specific computer or node. This is 
disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 
14. As per claim 9, Yeager discloses a cluster with a gateway configured for a 
network interface on page 20, paragraph 0255 and page 41 , paragraph 0528. Heartbeat 
messages are disclosed on page 21 , paragraph 0270. 

Yeager fails to explicitly state an operating system ICMP echo adapted to be 
issued to peer nodes in a cluster and to said gateway through said network interface in 
response to a heartbeat loss detection; and a response from said echo adapted to be 
analyzed for location of a fault in said cluster. 
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Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have an operating system ICMP echo adapted to be 
issued to peer nodes in a cluster and to said gateway through said network interface in 
response to a heartbeat loss detection; and a response from said echo adapted to be 
analyzed for location of a fault in said cluster. A person of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to have an operating system ICMP echo adapted to be issued to 
peer nodes in a cluster and to said gateway through said network interface in response 
to a heartbeat loss detection; and a response from said echo adapted to be analyzed for 
location of a fault in said cluster because ICMP echo requests are used to indicate 
whether a network computer or node is functioning correctly in order to give an 
indication of where a problem lies within the network. This is disclosed in column 4, 
lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

1 5. As per claim 1 0, Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein analysis of said response 
from said echo includes determination of an intended recipient of said echo. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein analysis of said response from said echo 
includes determination of an intended recipient of said echo. A person of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to have wherein analysis of said response from said 
echo includes determination of an intended recipient of said echo because ICMP echo 
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requests indicate the success or failure of whether or not a network computer/node is 
functioning correctly when sent to a specific computer or node. This is disclosed in 
column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

1 6. As per claim 1 3, Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein absence of receipt of a of 
said echo from peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time interval is 
indicative of a fault selected from a group consisting of: a peer node fault, a network 
fault local to the peer node, and combinations thereof. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein absence of receipt of said echo from said 
peer nodes for said network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of a 
fault selected from a group consisting of: a peer node fault, a network fault local to the 
peer node, and combinations thereof. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to have wherein absence of receipt of said echo from said peer nodes 
for said network interface within a predefined time interval is indicative of a fault 
selected from a group consisting of: a peer node fault, a network fault local to the peer 
node, and combinations thereof because ICMP echo requests indicate the success or 
failure of whether or not a network computer/node is functioning correctly when sent to 
a specific computer or node. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, 
lines 6-12. 

17. As per claim 1 5, Yeager fails to explicitly state a comparison tool adapted to 
compare an echo response from a target node for each network interface. 



Application/Control Number: 10/649,269 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2113 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 9-32. In response to the 
echo requests, the network map visually indicates whether the links, gateway, and 
computer/nodes have any problems. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have a comparison tool adapted to compare an echo 
response from a target node for each network interface. A person of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to have a comparison tool adapted to compare an echo 
response from a target node for each network interface because ICMP echo requests 
indicate the success or failure of whether or not a network computer/node, link, or 
gateway are functioning correctly when sent to a specific computer or node. This is 
disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 
1 8. As per claim 1 6, Yeager fails to explicitly state wherein said comparison tool 
determines a network interface path based upon criteria selected from the group 
consisting of maximum availability of nodes in said network, availability of said gateway 
in said network, and combinations thereof. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 9-32. In response to the 
echo requests, the network map visually indicates whether the links, gateway, and 
computer/nodes have any problems. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein said comparison tool determines a 
network interface path based upon criteria selected from the group consisting of 
maximum availability of nodes in said network, availability of said gateway in said 
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network, and combinations thereof. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have wherein said comparison tool determines a network interface path 
based upon criteria selected from the group consisting of maximum availability of nodes 
in said network, availability of said gateway in said network, and combinations thereof 
because ICMP echo requests indicate the success or failure of whether or not a network 
computer/node, link, or gateway are functioning correctly when sent to a specific 
computer or node. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

1 9. As per claim 1 8, Yeager discloses wherein the medium is selected from a group 
consisting of: a recordable data storage medium, and a modulated carrier signal on 
page 49, paragraph 0616. (101) 

20. As per claim 23, Yeager et al . discloses sending periodic heartbeat messages to 
peer nodes in a network on page 21 , paragraph 0270. Heartbeat messages are known 
to be received back by the computer/node that sent it or it is not received back at all, 
see Gadir et al. (USPN 2003/0018927). 

Yeager fails to explicitly state issuing an operating system ICMP echo to peer 
nodes and a gateway through a network interface in response to a heartbeat loss; and 
determining a location of a fault in said cluster through a response echo. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have issuing an operating system ICMP echo to peer 
nodes and a gateway through a network interface in response to a heartbeat loss; and 



Application/Control Number: 10/649,269 Page 13 

Art Unit: 21 13 

determining a location of a fault in said cluster through a response echo. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have issuing an operating system 
ICMP echo to peer nodes and a gateway through a network interface in response to a 
heartbeat loss; and determining a location of a fault in said cluster through a response 
echo because ICMP echo requests are used to indicate whether a network computer or 
node is functioning correctly in order to give an indication of where a problem lies within 
the network. This is disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

21 . As per claim 26, Yeager fails to explicitly state comparing echo responses to 
, determine a best path of connectivity. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have comparing echo responses to determine a best 
path of connectivity. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
have comparing echo responses to determine a best path of connectivity because the 
ICMP request and responses indicate by way of an network map which paths are 
functioning and which paths are not functioning. 

22. As per claim 27, Yeager fails to explicitly state localizing a network connectivity 
problem in response to return of at least one echo. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have localizing a network connectivity problem in 
response to return of at least one echo. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to have localizing a network connectivity problem in response to return 
of at least one echo because the ICMP request and responses indicate by way of an 
network map which paths are functioning and which paths are not functioning. 

23. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carter et 
al. (USPN 5909540A) in view of Yeager. As per claim 28, Carter et al. discloses 
determining a heartbeat loss in a cluster; validating said heartbeat loss; and localizing 
said loss in column 31, lines 10-29. 

Carter et al. fails to explicitly state configured with a gateway for a network 
interface. 

Yeager discloses this limitation on page 20, paragraph 0255 and page 41, 
paragraph 0528. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have configured with a gateway for a network interface. 
A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have configured with a 
gateway for a network interface because gateways are used to connect one cluster of 
nodes with another network. 

24. Claims 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Carter et al. in view of Yeager in further view of Langfahl, Jr. As per claim 29, Carter et 
al. and Yeager fail to explicitly state wherein the step of validating said heartbeat loss 
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includes sending an ICMP echo to peer nodes and said gateway through a network 
interface. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein the step of validating said heartbeat loss 
includes sending an ICMP echo to peer nodes and said gateway through a network 
interface. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have 
wherein the step of validating said heartbeat loss includes sending an ICMP echo to 
peer nodes and said gateway through a network interface because ICMP echo requests 
are used to indicate whether a network computer or node is functioning correctly in 
order to give an indication of where a problem lies within the network. This is disclosed 
in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

25. As per claim 30, Carter et al. and Yeager fail to explicitly state wherein the step 
of localizing said loss includes analyzing a response echo. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 5, lines 13-32. 
Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have wherein the step of localizing said loss includes analyzing a 
response echo. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have 
wherein the step of localizing said loss includes analyzing a response echo because 
ICMP echo requests indicate the success or failure of whether or not a network 
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computer/node is functioning correctly when sent to a specific computer or node. This is 
disclosed in column 4, lines 28-33 and column 5, lines 6-12. 

26. As per claim 31 , Carter et al. and Yeager fail to explicitly state determining a best 
path of connectivity through a comparison of echo responses. 

Langfahl, Jr. discloses this limitation in column 3, lines 15-30 and column 5, lines 

13-32. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have determining a best path of connectivity through a 
comparison of echo responses. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have determining a best path of connectivity through a comparison of echo 
responses because the ICMP request and responses indicate by way of a network map 
which paths are functioning and which paths are not functioning. 

27. Claims 6,14,20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yeager in view of Langfahl, Jr. in further view of Ron Jachim. As per claims 6,20, 
Yeager and Langfahl, Jr. fail to explicitly state issuing an application level ping to a peer 
node in response to both receipt of said echo response within a predefined time interval 
and said heartbeat beat loss detection. 

Yeager discloses using heartbeats to detect problems within a network. Langfahl, 
Jr. discloses using ICMP echo requests to discover any problems within a network. 

Ron Jachim discloses using an application level ping on page 1 . 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have issuing an application level ping to a peer node in 
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response to both receipt of said echo response within a predefined time interval and 
said heartbeat beat loss detection. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have issuing an application level ping to a peer node in response to both 
receipt of said echo response within a predefined time interval and said heartbeat beat 
loss detection because application level pings discover connection problems with 
another computer/node. 

28. As per claim 14, Yeager and Langfahl, Jr. fail to explicitly state an application 
level ping adapted to be issued to a peer node in response to both receipt of said echo 
within a predefined time interval and a heartbeat beat loss detection. 

Yeager discloses using heartbeats to detect problems within a network. Langfahl, 
Jr. discloses using ICMP echo requests to discover any problems within a network. 

Ron Jachim discloses using an application level ping on page 1 . 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have an application level ping adapted to be issued to a 
peer node in response to both receipt of said echo within a predefined time interval and 
a heartbeat beat loss detection. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to have an application level ping adapted to be issued to a peer node in 
response to both receipt of said echo within a predefined time interval and a heartbeat 
beat loss detection because application level pings discover connection problems with 
another computer/node. 

29. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yeager 
in view of Langfahl, Jr. in view of Hirst et al. (USPN 6581 166B1 ) in further view of 
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Naeimi et al. (USPN 636341 6B1 ). As per claim 24, Yeager and Langfahl, Jr. fail to 
explicitly state wherein the step of issuing an operating system ICMP echo includes 
sending said echo on a first network interface and a second network interface for multi- 
homed nodes. 

Hirst et al. discloses wherein the step of issuing' an operating system ICMP echo 
includes sending said echo on a first network interface and a second network interface 
in column 9, line 51 - column 10, line 6. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the step of issuing an operating system ICMP 
echo include sending said echo on a first network interface and a second network 
interface. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to have the 
step of issuing an operating system ICMP echo include sending said echo on a first 
network interface and a second network interface because the echo requests determine 
whether or not a fault exists on the network. 

Yeager, Langfahl, Jr., and Hirst et al. fail to explicitly state multi-homed nodes. 

Naeimi et al. discloses this limitation in column 1 1 , lines 20-41 . 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have the echo's on first and second network interfaces 
multi-homed nodes. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
have the echo's on first and second network interfaces multi-homed nodes because 
multi-homed nodes are nodes that are coupled to multiple networks through multiple 
network interfaces. 
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30. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yeager 
in view of Langfahl, Jr. in further view of Gadir et al. As per claim 25, Yeager and 
Langfahl, Jr. fail to explicitly state wherein said loss is selected from a group consisting 
of: a node loss, and network path loss. 

Gadir et al. discloses this on page 1 , paragraphs 0005 and 0007. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have wherein said loss is selected from a group 
consisting of: a node loss, and network path loss. A person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to have wherein said loss is selected from a group 
consisting of: a node loss, and network path loss because heartbeat messages sent to 
from one computer/node to another computer/node indicate whether or not there is a 
problem within a network. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yolanda L. Wilson whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 3653. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30-4:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoliel can be reached on (571 ) 272-3645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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